

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Table X-4

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHCGLD GROUFP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SI1IZE
Nonminority households -0.0120 (163) 0.0024 {93)
(0.0161) {0.0221)
Black households 0.0281 (45} ~0.0607 (18}
(0.0291) - (0.0763)
Spanish American households - - -0.0366 (51)
{(0.0394)
Nonelderly households 0.0082 (177) -0.0057 (136)
{0.0152) {0,0218)
Elderly households -0.0690* (34) -0.0693+ (30)
(0.0333) (0.0388)
Poverty households -0.0071 (94) -0.0211 (97)
(0.0222) (0.0274)
Nenpoverty housecholds -0.0020 (117) -0.,0116 (69)
(0.0178) (0.0261)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting the Minimum
Standards requirements at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and these living in their
own homez or in subsidized housing,

DATA SOQURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments file.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.

T Significant at the 0.10 level.

* Sigmificant at the 0.05 level.
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Table %-5

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM EENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARARCTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE

HOUSEHCLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonminoxraty households -0,1271*%* {46) «0.0955%* {63)
(0.0257) (0.0298)

Black households —0.1057** {(26) ~-0.1598% {17
. (0.0339) {0.0806)

Spanish American households - —_ -0.0938* (22)
{0.0361)

Nonelderly households -0.,1098%** (56) -0.0841** (89)
(0.0235} {0.0260)

Elderly hcuseholds -0.1520** (in -0.,1600%* (35)
(0.0380) (0.0425)

Poverty households ~0.1162*% (43) -0 .0887¥%* {85)
{0.0202) (0.0298)

Nonpoverty households -0,.1245%% (30} -0.1421#%%* (39)
(0.0399) (0.0280)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting the Minimum Rent
Low requirements at two vears afrter enrcllment, excluding those waith enroll-
ment incomes over the eligibalaty lamats and those living in their own homes
or in subsidized housing.

PATA SOURCES: Inatial -and meonthly Household Report Forms and
payments fale. )

NOTE: Standard errcr in parentheses.

+ Significant at the 0.10 level.

*  Significant at the 0.05 level.

¥* Sagnificant at the 0.01 level,
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Table X-6

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS APTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE
Nonminority households —0.0622%* {118) -0.0506* {o7)
(0.0180Q) (0.0234)
Black households -0.0696%%* (42) -0.1237 (1.9)
(0.0255) (0.0761)
Spanish American households - —_ -0.0287 (53)
(0.0372)
¥Nonelderly households =0.0500%% (134) -0.0226 (129)
(0.0165) (0.0224)
Elderly households -0.1325%%* (27 -0.1381%%* (44)
(0.0289) (0.0360)
Poverty households =0 .0806%* (78) -0.0357 (105}
{0.0187) (0.0278)
Nonpoverty households -0.0495% (83) —0.0757*%% {68)
(0.0225) {0.0242)

SAMPLE: Contreol households active and not meeting the Minimam Rent
High requirements at two years after enroliment, excluding those with enrolii-
ment incomes over the elagibility limats and those living in their own homes

or 1n subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Inaitial and monthly Household Report Forms and

payments file.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
*¥*  Sygnificant at the 0.01 level,
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Table X-7

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE

IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTEDR USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENTIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAT, CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES | EFFECT EXFENDITURES
Nonminority households 0.024 2.5% 0.083% 8.6%
(0.028) {2.9) (0.039) (4.2)
Black households 0.139% 14,9 [0.433] [54.2]
(0.079) (2.1 (0.274) (44.6)
Spanish Amexrican —_— - Q,.283% 32.7
househelds (0.100) (13.3)
Nonelderly households 0.075* 7.8 0,151** 16.3
(0.036) (3.9 (0.043) (5.0}
Elderly households -0.083 -8.0 0.024 9.8
{0.061) (5.6} {0.070) (7.7}
Poverty households 0.059 6.1 0.206* 22.9
{0.051) (5.4} (0.079) {9.7)
Nonpoverty households 0.018 1.8 0.086* 9.0
(0.038) (3.9 (0.039) (4.2)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards households active and meeting requirements at
two vears after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the
eligibilaity laimats and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
file,

HOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 ox fewer Minimum Standards
opservations. For sample sizes see Table X-1. Standard errcr in parentheses.

¥ Significant at the 0.10 level.

* Sagnmificant at the 0.05 level.

** gigmificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-8

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN FPERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABCVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET
MINIMUM RENT LOQW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAIL CHANGE IN
ROUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES | EFFECT EXPENDITURES
Nonminority households «~0.009 -0.,9% 0.123%% 13.1%
(0.030) (3.0) (0.044) {5.0)
Black households 0.042 4.3 [0.173] [18.9]
(0.058) (6.1) {0.186) (22.8)
Spanish American - - 0.181% 19.8
households (0.081}) (9.7}
Nonelderly households 0.027 2.8 0.166%* 18.1
(C.028} (2.9} (0.045) (5.3)
Elderly households 0.025 2.5 0.099 10.4
(0.049) (5.1} (0.069) {(7.7)
Poverty households 0.058¢t 5.9 0.281%* 32.5
{0.035) (3.7) (0.064) (8.6}
Nonpoverty households -0.001 -0.2 0.042 4.3
(0.0386) (3.6) (0.045) (4.7}

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active and meeting regquirements at
two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrcllment incomes over the
eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:
file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments

NOTE : Brackets aindicate amounts hased on 15 or fewar observations.
For sample sizes see Table X-2. Standard error in parentheses.

T  Signifaicant at the 0.10 level.

*  Bignificant at the 0,05 level.

*¥*  Significant at the 0.0l level.
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Table X=-9

ESTIMATED EXPERTMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE ITNCREASE

IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HQUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFPTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET

MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EZPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES | EFFECT EXPENDITURES
Nonminority households ¢.048 5.0% 0.221%* 24.8%
(0.041) (4.3) (0.052) (6.4)
Bilack households [-0.0511 [=5.0] (0.273] (31.4]
(0.121) (11.7) (0.270) (37.6)
Spanish American — - {0.322]%* {38.01]
households {0.115) (16.0}
Nonelderly households 0.108** 11.4 0.275%* 31,7
(0.0386) (4.0) {0.054) {7.1)
Elderly households [-0.115} [~10.9] [0.115] [12.2]
(6.079) (7.1) (0.107) (12.2)
Poverty households 0.092% 9.6 [0.376]** [45.6]
(0.054) {5.9) {0.101) {14.9)
Nonpoverty households 0.073 7.6 0.174%* i9.0
(0.040) (4.4) (0.051) (6.0)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active and meeting regquirements at
two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the
elagibaility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
file.

NCTE: Brackets indaicate amounts based on 15 or fewer cbservations.

For sample sizes see Table X-3, Standard errcr in parentheses.

+ Significant at the 0.10 level,

* Significant at the 0.05 level.

*%*  gagnificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-10

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDE REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS®

PITTSBURGH PHOENTX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE 1IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HQUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES S1IZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonminority households 0.0312 3.2% {61) 0.0B57* 8.9% (52)
{0.0220) (2.3} (0.0327) (3.6)

Black households 0.0762 7.9 (18) (0.3868]) 47.2 (3}
(0.0533) (5.8} (0.1342) (20.0)

Spanish American households - - —_— [0.2790] *#* 32.2 (13}
(0.0859) (11.4)

Nonelderly households 0.0510% 5.2 {57) 0.1563%% 16.9 (49)
(0.0250} (2.8) (0.0383) {4,5)

Elderly households 0.0278 2.8 (22) 0.0929%+ 9.7 (22)
(0.0343) (3.5) (0.0455} (5.0}

Poverty househclds 0.0514 5.3 (41) 0.1811%* 1s.9 (25)
(0.0324}) (3.4) {0,0555) (6.7)

Neonpoverty households 0.0340 3.5 (38) 0.1031#%%* 10.9 (46)
(0.02686) (2.8) (0.0353) (3.9)

SAMPLE: Minamum Standards households active and meeting reguirements at two years after enroll-
ment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limaits and those living ain their own
homes or in subsadized housaing. .

DATA SOURCES: Inmitial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
of Population, Baseline and Pericdic Interviews, and payments file. Standard exrxor in parentheses.

NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations,

a. No selection effect.

+  Saignaficant at the 0.10 level.

* Significant at the 0.05 level.

** Significant at the 0,01 level,
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Tahle X-1l

ESTIMATED EXPERTMENTAI EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMATL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS®

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE 1IN SAMELE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHRCLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonmrnoraty households 0.0170 1.7% {65) 0.1046%% 11,0% (37)
(6.0217) {(2.2) (0.0373) (4.1)

Black households -0,0104 -1.0 {19) [0.0471] 4,8 (4)
. (0.0527) (5.2) {0.1199) {(12.7)

Spanish Awmerican households - —-— - [0.1745]1+ 19.1 (13)
(0.0865) (lo.4)

Nonelderly households -0,0037 -0.4 (64) Q.1437%% 15,5 {36)
(0.024L) (2.4) (0.0433) (5.0}

Elderly households 0.0582 6.0 (21} 0.,0950t 10.0 {19)
(0.0352) (3.7) (0.0479) (5.3)

Poverty households 0.0120 1.2 (54) 0.2438%% 27.6 (23)
(0.0297} (3.0} {0,0568) (7.3)

Nonpoverty households 0.0l02 1.0 (31) 0.0320 3.3 {32}
{0.0288) (2.9) (0.0401) (4.1)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active and meeting reguirements at two years after enroll-
ment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own
homes or in subs:dized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report rFoxms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census

of Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and payments file,

Standard exror in parentheses.

NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.

+ Significant at the 0.10 level,
*¥% gignifacant at the 0.01 level,
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Table X-12

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING SERVICES
ABOVE NORMAT, FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLEING FOR PAYMENTS®

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonmainority households 0.0346 3.5% (48) 0.1536*% 16.8% (27)
(0.0240} {2.5) (0.0424) {5.0)

Black households [0.0090] 0.9 (3) [0.0909] 9.5 {3)
(0.0902) {9.2) (0.1491) {16.6)

Spanish American households —— —_ -= [0.2727] % 3.14 (11)
(0.0918) (12.1)

Nonelderly households 0.0322 3.3 {44) 0.2068%* 23.0 (32)
{0.0274) (2.8) (0.0455) {5.6)

Elderly households [0.0626] 6.5 (9) f0.1206] F i2.8 {9)
(0.0352) (3.8) (0.0645) (7.3)

Poverty households 0.0560 5.8 (24) [0.3341}** 39,7 {14)
{0.0395) (14.2) (0.0699) (9.8)

Nonpoverty households 0.0134 1.3 (29) 0.1044%* 1l.0 {27)
{0.0295) {(3.0) (0.0431) (4.8)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active and meeting reguirements at two vears
ment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living
homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Heousehold Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census
Standard error in parentheses.
NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.
a. No selection effect.

+ Signaficant at the 0.10 level.
* Significant at the 0,05 level,
*¥% @Gignaficant at the 0.01 level,

of Population, Baseline and Periodic Intexviews, and payments file.

after enroll-
in their own




Table X-13

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHQIDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHROLD GROUP EFFECT S1ZE EFFECT SIZE
Nonminority households ~0.,0073 (140) ~-0.0289 (82)
(0.0130) {0.0190)
Black households -0.0205 (41) [~0.0587] (14)
(0.0242) {0.0442)
Spanish American households - - -0.0707* (47}
’ (G.0326)
Nonelderly households ~0.0046 (153) ~0,0422% (121}
(0.0128) (0.0180)
Elderly households -0.0367 {30 -0.0801%* (26}
(0.0217 {0.0275)
Poverty households -0.0135 (80) -D.0627 {87)
(0.0181) (0.0207)
Nonpoverty households -0.0071 (103) -0.0289 (60)
(0.0145) (0.0235)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting the Minimum
Standards requirements at two years after enrcllment, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibalaty lamits and those living in their
own homes or 1n subsidized housing. )

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Househeld Report Forms, Housing
Evaluation Forms, 1870 Census of Population, Baseline and Periodic Interviews,

and payments file.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.
* Sigmificant at the 0.05 level.
*% Significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X=-14

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING SERVICES FOR ALL CONTROL
HCUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE
Nonminority households -0.0521 (43) -0.0348 {60)
{0.0205) (0.0251}
Black households -0.0492 (25} -0.0252 (17
(0.0258) (0.0475)
Spanish American households - —_ -0.0843 (38)
(0.0353)
Nonelderly households -0.0328 (52) -0.0568 {86)
(0.0183) (0.0231)
Elderly householids -0.1045 {17) —-0.0436 (31)
(0.0274) (0.0301)
Poverty households ~0.0473% (40) -0,0520% (80)
(0.0225) (0.0242}
Nonpoverty households -0.0549% {29) ~0.0560* {37}
(0.0213) (0.0283)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting the Minamum Rent
Low requirements at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enroll-
ment incomes over the eligibility limats and those living in their own homes

or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Population, Baseline and Pericdic Inter-

views, and payments file.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table X-15

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HQUSING SERVICES FOR ALL CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS
AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE
Nonminority households ~0.0329 (102) -0.0107 (89)
(0.0139) {(0,0201)
Black households -0.0184 (40) -0.006%9 {18)
(0.0339) (0.0484)
Spanish American households - - -0.0409 {49)
(0.0339)
Nonelderly househoclds -0.,0185 (118) -0.,0166 (121}
(0.0157) (0.0198)
Elderly households ~0.0771 (25) -0.0448 (39)
{0.0222) {0.0260)
Poverty househclds -0.0222 (66} ~-0.0214 (28)
(0.0231) {0.0223)
Nonpoverty households ~0.0344* (77) -0.0268 {62)
{0.0160} {0.0231)

- SAMPTE: Control households active and not meeting the Minimum Rent
High reguirements at two years after enrcliment, excluding those with enroll-
ment i1ncomes over the eligabalaty limits and those livaing i1in their own
homes or an subsidized housaing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and menthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Populaztion, Baseline and Periodic Inter—

views, and payments file.

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.
* gaignificant at the 0.05 level.
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Table X-16

ESTIMATED - EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWQO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTRCL HOUSEHCOLDS THAT PID NOT MEET
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLIMENT

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN
HOUSEBOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES
Honminority households 0.023 2.4% 0.068t 7.1%
(0,026} (2.7) {0.035) (3.7)
Black households 0.048 4.9 [0.289]2 33.5
(0.063) {6.6) {0.153) (20.8)
Spanish Ameraican —— - [0.159] 17.3
households (0.102) (12.1)
Nonelderly households L0486 4,7 0.122%%* 13.0
(0.029) 3.0 (0.041) (4.6)
Elderly households -0.019 -1.9 0.027 2.8
{0.044) (4,3) (C.051) (5.2)
Poverty households 0.032 3.3 0.081 8.4
{d.041) (4.3) {0.065) (7.0)
Nonpoverty households D.028 2.8 0.092 9.6
(0.029) (3.0) (0.036) {4.0)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards households active and meeting requirements
at two years after enroliment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligability lamits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized
housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Population, Baseline and Periodic Inter-—
views, and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer Minimum
Standards observations. FTor sample sizes, see Table X-10. Standard errxor
in parentheses.

a. Correction based on 15 or fewer observations.

t Significant at the 0.10 level.

** gignificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table x-17

ESTIMATED EXFPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR AUL MINIMUM RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET
MINTMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT TWC YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

BITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERTMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES
Nonminority households 0.007 0.7% 0.095% 10.0%
{0.022) (2.2} (0.038) (4.2}
Black househoclds -0.023 -2.3 [0.041] 4.2
{0.053) (5.2) (0.120) (12.7)
Spanish American - o [0.129] 13.8
households (0.089) (10.1)
Nonelderly households -0.009 -0.9 0.128%* 13.6
{0.024) {2.4) (0.044) (5.0)
Elderly households 0.023 2.4 0.074 7.7
(0.036) (3.7} {0.050) {5.4)
Poverty households 0.001 0.1 0.212%=* 23.6
(0.030} (3.0} {0.059) (7.3)
Nonpoverty households 0,003 0.3 0.023 2.4
{0.029) {(2.9) (0.040) (4.1)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active and meeting require-
ments at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment
incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes
or 1in subsidized houging.

DATA SOURCES: 1Initaal and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
BEvaluation Forxms, 1970 Census of Population, Baseline and Periodic Inter-
views, and payments file,

NOTES: Brackets indircate amounts based on 15 or fewer Minimum Rent
Low cbservations. For sample sizes, see Table X-11. Standard error in
parentheses.

* Sagnrficant at the 0.05 lewvel.

*% Sigmificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-18

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE
IN HOUSING SERVICES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSRURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHARNGE IN EXPERIMENTAI, CHANGE IN
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES EFFECT SERVICES
Nonmlnority households 0.018 1.8% 0.147 15.8%
{(0.025) (2.6) {0.046) {5.3}
Black households [~0.046] -4.5 {0.085] 3.0
{0.136) (13.2) (0.153) (16.9}
Spanish American -— - [0.210]F 23.3
households {0.106) (13.1)
Nonelderly households 0.020 2.0 0.191%* 21.0
(0.029) {3.0) (0.049) (6.0)
Elderly households [-0.040] =-3.9 [0.066] 6.8
(0.046) (4.4) (0.072) {7.7)
Poverty households 0.037 3.7 [0.294] [34,2]
{0.044) (4.6) (0.081) {11.0)
Nonpoverty households -0.010 -1.0 0.088+ 9.3
(0.032) (3.1) {0.045) (4.9}

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active and meeting requirements
at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligibilaty lamits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized
housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initaal and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluation Fomms, 1970 Census of Populat:ion, Baseline and Periodic Inter-
views, and pavments file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer Minimum Rent
High observations., For sample sizes, see Table X-12. Standard error in
parentheses.

T  Significant at the 0.10 level.

** Signaificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-19

ESTIMATED EXPERITMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT EUT MET AT TWO YEARS AFTER
ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTSA

PITTSBURGH PHOENTIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAIL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZ2E

Nonminerity households 0.0338 3.4% (37) 0.1308%* 14.0% (41)
(0.0398) (4.1) (0.0512) {(5.8)

Black households [0.2087]% [23.2] (10} [0.5687] * [76.6] (3)
(0.0810) {10.0} {0.2250) (41.3)

Spanish American households - - - [0.3969]** [48,7] (15}
(0.0902) {13.5)

Nonelderly households 0.0965% 10,1 {38) 0.2135%% 23.8 (50
(0.0401) (4.4) (0.0498) (6.2)

Elderly households {~0.0326] [-3.2] (9} [0.1890}* 20.8 {13)
(0.0737) {7.2) (0.0852) {10.3)

Poverty households 0.1226% 13.0 (24) 0.2600** 29.7 (23}
(0.0518} (5.9) {(0.0726) {9.5)

Nonpoverty households 0.0191 1,9 (23) 0.1573%* 17.0 (40)
(0.0497) (5.,1) {0.0555) {6.5)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards households active and meeting requirements at two years after enroll-
ment that did not meet the requirements at enrollment, excluding those with enrcllment incomes over the
elaigibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Fomms and payments file.

NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations. Standard error in parentheses.

a. No selection effect.

* Signaficant at the 0.05 level.

** gignificant at the 0.0l level.
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Table X-20

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAI EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSING EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINTMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWC YEARS AFTER
ENROLIMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS®

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SaMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonminority households 0,01432%% 15.4% {16} [0,.4428] % [55.7%] {11)
(0.0573) (6.6) (0.0877) (13.7)

Black households [0.1827]* [2G.0] (11} [0.2544] 29.0 (5)
(0.0776) (9.4) (0.1826) (24.1)

Spanish American households — - —-— [0.55853] %* [74.2] (8)
(0.1172) {20.6)

Nonelderly households 0.1337* 14.3 (22) 0.3946%% 48.4 (21)
{0.0508) (5.8) (0.0706)} {10.5)

Elderly households [0.2587]% [29.51] (%) [0.4940] * [63.9] (5)
{0.0942) {12.3) {0.1255) (20.8)

Poverty households 0.21°51 24,0 (18) 0.5195%%* 8.1 (14)
{0.0584) (7.3) (0.0897} (15.2)

Nonpoverty households 0.0668 6.9 (9 D.2825%% 32.6 (12)
(0.0746) {8.0) {0.0872) {11.86)

SAMPLE:

Minimum Rent Low households active and meeting requirements at two years after enroll-

ment that did not meet the requirements at enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the

eligibility limits and those living ain their own homes or in subs:idized housing,
Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations.

DATA SOURCES:
NOTE «

a. No selection effect.

* Significant at the 0.05 level.
#* gignificant at the 0.01 level,

Standard error in parentheses.




O0TZ-¥

Table X-21

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN
HOUSTNG EXPENDITURES ARBOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENRCLLMENT BUT MET AT TWC YEARS AFTER
ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR PAYMENTS®

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTATL CHANGE IN SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN SAMPLE

HOUSEHCLD GRCUP EFFECT SERVICES SIZE EFFECT SERVICES SIZE

Nonminority households 0.28L4** 32.5% (21) 0.3943%% 48.3% (17)
{0.0504) (6.7) {0.0724) (10.8)

Black households (0.21501 ¢t 24,0 {4) [0.9626] {161.8] 0
(0.1200) {15.0) (0.3692) {107.1)

Spanish American households - _— —— [0.4193] ** (52, 1] (10}
(0.1064) {16.3)

Nonelderly households 0.2484%* 28.2 (23) 0.4063%* - 50.1 (25)
(C.0493) {6.3) (0.0654) (9.8}

Elderly households [C.4094] 50.6 (2) [0.4204]1 % 163.31] (3)
{0.1436) (22.0) (0.1582) {26.3)

Poverty households [0.3262] ** [38.6] (14) 0.4955%% 64,1 {12)
(0.0648) (2.0} {0.0266) (16.0)

Nonpoverty households [0.2104] ** [23.4] (11} 0.3589%% 43.2 (16}
{0.0678) {8.4) (0.0772) {11.1)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active and meeting requirements at two years after enroll-
ment that 414 not meet the regquirements at enrxcllment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the
eligibality limaits and those laving in their own homes or in subsaidized housing,

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.

NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer chservations. Standard error in parentheses.

a. No selection effect.

+ Significant at the 0.10 level.

*% gignificant at the 0.01 level.




Table X~-22

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTRCL HOUSEHOQILDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT
TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SANMPLE
BOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE
Nonminority households -0.0135 (157) -0.0027 (86)
(0.0163) (0.0225)
Black households 0.0324 {44) -0.0892 (16)
(0.0294) (0.0833)
Spanish American households -— - -0.0384 {50)
(0.0401)
Nonelderly households 0.0104 (171) -0.0128 {126)
{C.0154) (0.0228)
Elderly households -0.08Lle* (33) -0.0693+ {(30)
(0.0318) (0.0388)
Poverty households -0.0080 (92) -0.0232 {96)
{0.0225) (0.0276)
Nonpoverty households -0.0015 (112) ~0.0244 (60)
(0.0179) (0.0274)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting the Minaimm
Standards requirements at enrcllment or at two years after enrollment,

excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligability limits and
those living in their own homes or 1n subsidized housing.
DATA SCURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Porms and

payvments file.

NOTE: Standard error i1in parentheses.

T Saignificant at the 0.10 level.
* Sagnificant at the 0.05 level.
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Table X-23

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT
TWQ YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

) PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE

HOUSEHOLD GRCOUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT SIZE

Nonminority households ~0.1154%* (43) -0.0744* {58)
(0.0240) (0.0308)

Black hcouseholds -0.0891%* (25) -0.1527% {16)
(0.0307) {0.0855)

Spanish American households — - =-0.0802% {40}

(0.0366)

Nonelderly households -0.0912%* (52) -0.0625* (81)
(0.0210) (0.0272)

Elderly households =1520%%* (17 ~0,1509%* (34)
{0.0380) {0.0427)

Poverty households =0.1040%%* (41) -0.0704 (79)
(0.0184) (0.0310}

Nonpoverty households -0.1093** (28) -0.1287%%* (36}
{0.0374) {0.0287)

SAMPLE: Control households active and not meeting the Minimum Rent
Low requirements at enrcllment or at tweo years after enrollment, excluding
" those with enrollment incomes over the eligibiality limits and those living
in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SCOURCES: Tnitial and monthly Household Report Forms and
payments file,

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.

T Significant at the 0.10 level.

* Significant at the 0.05 level.

*%* gSignificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-=-24

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON HOUSING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT
TWC YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DPEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
ESTIMATED SAMPLE ESTIMATED SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT SIZE EFFECT S1ZE
Nonminority households -0.0596%% (116) -0.0413+ (93)
{0.0182) {0.0236)
Black households ~0.0696%* {42} ~0.1407% (18)
(0.0255) (0.0784)
Spanish American households - - ~0.0287 {53)
(0.0372)
Nonhelderly households —0.0484%%* {132) -0.0199 {125}
{0.0le6) {0.0228)
Elderly households ~0.1325%% (27} -0.1283*%% {43)
{0.0289) {0.0360)
Poverty households -0.0785 (77) -0.0378 (104)
{0.0188) (0.0280)
N’onpoverty households -0.0479% (82) -0.0636% {6d)
(0.0228) (0,0243)

SAMPLE: Contrel households active and not meeting the Mainimum Rent
High requirements at enrollment or at two years after enrollment, excluding
those with enrollment incomes over the elrgibility limits and those living
in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and

payments file,

NOTE: Standard error in parentheses.
t+  Significant at the 0.10 level.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.
*% Sigmficant at the 0.01 level.
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Table X-25

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING
EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM STANDARDS HCOUSEHOLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO
¥EARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTRCL HOUSEHOLES THAT DID WOT MEET MINIMUM
STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSRURGH PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL, CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN
HOUSEROLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES | EFFECT EXPENDITURES
Nonminorrty households 0.008 0.8% 0.129% 13.7%
(0.050) (5.1) (0.054) (6.2)
Black households [0.299]1* [34.9] [0.420] [52.2]
(0.1186} (15.7) {0.264) (42.4)
Spanish American - - [0D.328]%* [38.8]
households (0.1186) (16.2)
Nonelderly households 0.115* 1z.2 0.202%% 22.4
(0.049) (5.5) {0.054) (6.6)
Elderly households [-0.296]1% [-25.8] [0.072] [7.4]
(0.126) (9.5) {0.108) {11.7)
Poverty households 0.101 10.7 0.308*#* 36.1
(0.079) (8.8) {0.093) (12.7)
Nonpoverty households 0.017 1.7 0.147*%* 15.8
(0.056) (5.7) (0.057) (6.6)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards heouseholds active and meeting requirements at
two years after enrollment that did not meet the regquirements at enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility lamits and those

living 1n their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments

file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer cobservations,
See Table X-19 for sample sizes. Standard error in parentheses.

*  Significant at the 0.05 level.
**%  Significant at the 0.0) level.
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Table X-26

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING
EXPENDITURES ABQVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT LCW HOQUSEHOQLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO
YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM
RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

= PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PERCENRTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERTMENTAL CHANGE IN
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES | EFFECT EXPENDITURES
Nonminority households 0.042 4,3% 0.389 47.5%
(0.061) (6.4) {0.090) (13.4)
Black households [0.142]% (15.31] [0.1931] T [2L.3]
{0.079) {(9.1) (0.186) (23.1)
Spanish American - - [0.475] %% 160.81*
households (0.123) (20.0)
Nonelderly households 0.088 9.2 0.368%% 44,5
(0.052) (5.7} (0.072) (10.4)
Elderly households [0.016] {1.8] [0.192] [21.2]1
(0.112) (11.5) (0.152) (18.7}
Poverty households 0.128% 13.7 [0.444] [55.9]
{0.060} (6.9) (0.0%96) (15,0}
Nonpoverty households [0.018 [1.81 [0.24071* i27.11
(0.076) {7.8) (0.088) (11.2)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active and meeting reguirements at
two years after enrollment that did not meet the regquirements at enxollment,
excluding those with enrollment inccomes over the eligibility limits and those
living 1n theirx own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SQURCES: Inatial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observations,
See Table X-20 for sample sizes. Standard error in parentheses.

Tt Significant at the 0.10 level.

*  Saignificant at the 0.05 level.

**  gignificant at the 0.0l level.
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Table X-27

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL EFFECT AND MEDIAN PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN HOUSING
EXPENDITURES ABOVE NORMAL FOR ALL MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHQLDS THAT DID
NOT MEET MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BUT MET AT TWO
YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS, CONTROLLING FOR
PAYMENTS AND CORRECTED USING CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET MINIMUM
RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT OR AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

PITTSBURGH . PHOENIX
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
EXPERIMENTAL CHANGE IN EXPERIMENTAT CHANGE IN
HOUSEHOLD GROUP EFFECT EXPENDITURES | EFFECT EXPENDITURES
Nenminority households 0.191%* 21.0% 0.343** 41.0%
(0.058) (7.0) {(0.078} {11.0)
Black households [~0.063] [-6.1] [0.400] [49.2]
(0.158) {15.1) (0.484) {86.3)
Spanish American - - [0.368])* f44.4]
households (0.126) {18.4)
Nonelderly households 0.177 12.4 0.381** 46.3
(0.055) (6.6) (0.072}) {10.5)
Elderly households [-0.651] -47.8 [~0.023]1 [-2.3]
{(0.272) (15.0) (0.214) (21.86)
Poverty households [0.169]* 18.4 [0.401F** 49.3
{0.075) {8.9) (0.119) {18.0)
Nonpoverty households [0.115] 12.1 0.303 35.4
(0.082) {90.2) {0.080) {10.9)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High housecholds active and meeting requirements
at two vears after enrollment that did not meet the requirements at enrxollment,
excluding those with enrcllment incomes over the eligibility limits and those
living in their own homes or in subsidigzed housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments
file,

NOTES: BRrackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer cbhservations.
See Table ¥-21 for sample s:izes. Standard error 1in parentheses.

* Significant at the 0.05 level.

**¥ gSaignificant at the 0.0l level.
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APPENDIX XI

ALTERNATE ESTIMATION OF EXPERIMENTAL
EFFECTS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET IN THEIR ENROLLMENT UNIT

Chapter 4 presented a methodology for estimating normal rent that was based
solely on households' demographic characteristics (and income) at enrollment
and at twe vears after enxollment. The method presented in this appendix
takes account of, in addition, households' actual mobility and participation
behavior over the experimental pericd, Section XI.l presents a method of
estmmating the ncrmal bhehavior of Minimum Standards housecholds with respect
to mobility and participation. Section XI.2 describes the methodology used
to estimate normal rent for Housing Gap households that did not meet thear
housing requirements in their enrollment units, Section XI,3 then provides

some empilrical resulits on expendatures and on housing services,

XI.l NORMAL MOBILITY AND PARTICIPATICN

A household that did not meet 1ts housing requirement at enrollment (and

consequently did not receive a housing allowance payment) had five choices:

Stay 1in the enrcollment unit and continue not to meet the
requirements

Stay in the enrollment uvnit and upgrade the unit ain order
to meet the requirements

Move to a unit that also did not meet the requirements
Move, but to a unit that met the requirements
Drop out of the program.

Maltinomial leogit apalysis (see Theil, 196%) is one method of characterizing
household behavior in terms of these five choices. Multinomial logit
analysis conceptualizes the problem as a series of comparisons between two
alternatives: the probability of a househeold choosing A over B, assuning

the other possibilities are irrelevant for the particular comparison under
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1nVestigation.l With faive choices, four comparisons are possible, with one
category serving as the reference group {the reference group used here is

2 .
the first choice, stay and continue not to meet). Further, only Minimum

Standards households are used to illustrate this technique.

The determinants of household behavior included as independent variables

are {1) variables included in an independent analysis of mobility (see
MacMillan, 1978); (2) a variable measuring the distance from the housing
requlrement;3 and (3} experimental variables, including payment parameters.
The estimated coefficients are presented in Table XI-1. Only the eXperi-
mental variables are dascussed here. The dummy variable representing Minimum
Standards households was significantly greater than zero in six of the eight
comparisons camputed for the two sites (see Table XI-1). The increases in
the probabilities, controlling for demographic characteristics and i1mitial
position, reflect expectations--the Minimum Standards housing allowance
offer increased the probabilaty of staying and meeting the Minimum Standards
by 5 percentage points 1n Pittsburgh and 4 a1n Phoenix, and i1t increased the
probability of moving and meeting the Minimum Standards by 8 percentage

points 1n Pattsburgh and 15 in Phoenaix (see Table XI—2}.5 These 1ncreases

1The assumption that the probability of choosing A over B would not
change 1f additiconal choices were offered has been termed "independence of
irrelevant alternatives."™ This assumption is important when the independent
variables i1nclude measures of characteristics of the choirces. The situat:ion
here focuses only on the characteristics of the decision makers. See McFadden
(1974), for example, for a discussion of the implications of such an assumption
in the case where choice characteristics are included.,

2
The estimated probabilities are normalized to sum to one.

3
The distance was measured as C* (the estimated cost of standard
housing) minus the actual rent at enrollment,

4Only households voluntarily dropping out of the program are included;
households involuntarily dropping out could not have made a free choice among
the alternatives, See Chapter 2 for a laist of reasons.

5It 1s currently not possible to estimate the significance of such
changes 1in the estimated probability, It should be noted that these esti-
mated effects are not directly comparable to the binomial logit estimates
of Chapter 2 (Table 2-2). The binomial estaimates were based on households
that 4id not drop out., If the estimated probabilities in Table XI-2 are
mcdified to refer only to househelds that 324 not drop out (by divading
by 1 minus the probability of dropping out), the implied probabilities are:
{footnote continued on next page)
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Table XI-1

MULTINONIAL LOGIT COEFFICIENTS OF MOBLLITY, PARTICIPATION, AND ATTRITION FOR HOUSEHOLDS

THAT DID KOT MEET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUINEMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

1 STAY AND MEET MENIMUM STANDARDS REQUIRE!".’.EI.\"!‘Sa

PITTSEURGH FHOERIX
ASYMETOTIC ASYHETOTIC
INDEPEHDENT WARIMBEES COEFFXCIENRT £=STATISTIC COEFFICIENT e-5TATISTIC
"CORSTANT
-0.702 .64 =2.366 1.9a*
. L1397
LIFE CYCLE FACTORS {1.104) (1,197} .
Age of household head {in decodas) -0 (08 0.30 Q.009 1,023
(0.009) {0 DDY9)
Kusbar of childeen ~0.082 1.05 Q ¢as 0.64
{0 078} {0.132)
OTHER HOUSERGLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household -0 152 0,64 o 302 1.00
10.237) (0 301}
Years of educarion of housshold haad 0.017 0.33 0,125 3,040
{2.051) [0.041)
Humhey of moves in thres yearg prior to the experiment 9 DEB 0 56 0,024 0.21
(0221} {G,115}
HOUSING AND NEIGHDORHOOD FACTORS
Humb af h hold hers per bedroon -0.076 06.55 -0.353 1114
0 139} (G 314}
C* mrnus enrollment rent 0,024 5,324 -0.215 4,50
0 004} (8.003)
SCCTAL BONDS
Posltive feelings toward nerghbors -0.032 0.7 0.043 0.50
{0,045} (0.087)
Langth of residence in enrcllment unit {in years) D 002 0.96 -0,009 L.45
(0.002) (D 003}
DISSNTISFACT ION
Diszatisfied with unit at enrcliment -0 032 Q.08 -0.113 0 31
(D.406) {0.366)
Dissatisfied with neighbarhood at enzollment -0.599 L.56% -0.382 0.82
(& 362) (0. 469}
PREDISFOSITION T0 HOVE
Would move wath an increase in money available for rent -0 906 2,788 o 677 2,24
{0 327} {0.302)
PROGRAM FACTORS
Minibun Standards househoald 1 360 4,63 1,358 Saddwe
{0 294) {0.308)
b
CLvL 0.223 1 60 0,358 o 72
(0.454) 5 499)
]
BLVL -1 018 2. 43 -0.216 Q.50
(0,420} (0,434}
Unconstrained household -0.276 o 47 1010 1.42
{D.583) {0,710}
{CORTINUER)
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Table XI~-1 {continued)

2 NOVE AND NOT MEET MINIMUM STANDAEDS REQUIRH-IBNTSa

PITTSBURGH PHOERYX
ASYMPTOTIC AESYMPTOTIC
JHDEFENDENT VARIABLES COEFFICIENT £-5TATISTIC COEFFICIENT £=STATISTIC
CONSTANT 0 296 0.38 0.555 1.07
(0. 764) 0 s20)
LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of househald head (in decades) -0 022 3 BGTE -0.018 3,17%=
{8.008) (0.006}
Huzher of childran -0.043 0 68 -0 064 1.18
{0 063} (€0.055)
OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARRCTERISTICS
Female head of househald G 258 154 0.614 2.61*
(0 168} (0 236}
Years of education of household head -0.052 1,32 =0.001 o,02
{0,039} (0 g2
Number of movas Lp three years Prior to the expariment ¢.207 2 Bo* 0,283 4000
{0.030) (o 071}
HOOSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD FACTGRS
Yunber of household menbers pex bedroom 6,291 3,54 ©.020 0.23
{0.110) (0.078)
C+ minus enrollment rent =(,002 o 72 =0.000 Q.02
{0.003) (¢ 063)
SOCIAL BWDS
Posioave feslings toward neighbors ~.080 1,784 =0 230 4,70k
{0 045} 10, 048]
length of residence in enrollment unit {in years) - 009 5 210 -0 008 3,35
(0.002) (0 po2)
DISSATISFACTION
Dissatisfied with unit at enrollment 0,848 4,294 0.271 0.98
(o 198) {0 236}
Dissatlsfied with neaghborhood at enrollment -0.121 0.57 -0 352 1.14
(0.213) (0,309}
EREDISPQSITION TO HWE
¥Would move with an increase in oney available for rent 0 045 o 22 0.948 LY
10.155) (o 258)
BROGRAM FACTORS
Miniom Standards hoasshold 0,249 1.09 ¢.184 ¢.82
(0 228} {0.226])
cu® 0.903 2.98%% -0 211 0.59
(0 503 (0. 356)
BLU'Lb =046 1,55 0,09k 0.1
(p.267) (0.327)
yncenstrained housahold D262 0.78 0.915 1.84+
1D 34%) {0,498}
(CONTINUED)
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Table XI-1 {continued)

3 MOVE AND MEET MINIMUM STARDARDS RBQUIRH‘LENTSa

PITTSBURGH FHOERIX
ASYMPTOTIC ASYEPTOTIC
IKDEPENDENT YARTAHBLES COEFFICTENT t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT t=STATISTIC
CONSTANT - 728 G.64 -0,.722 1.801
{1 143} {3,401)
LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (in decades) -D.046 4,02+ -0.029 4,51
(0.011) (D.006)
Humbar of children =-{,122 1,21 =0.161 1 94t
(©.101) (0.083)
OTHER HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household 0 627 2 3 ¢,462 1.74t
(0,284} i0.266)
Years ¢f education of househpld head ~0.670 1.08 0.097 3,43%
{0,065 {0,020}
Numbey of moves in three years Prior to the expariment 0,2e0 2.35* 0 483 T 5w
{0,110} {0.067)
HOUSENG MH0 HEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS
Number of household mambers par bedzroom 0 404 2,30 0.119 1.to
(0 184) {0.108)
C* manus enrollment rent ~0.912 2,704 =-0.005 1.36
(0.005} [0.003)
SOCIAL BONDS
Positive fealings toward neighbors -0 la3 2.42% -0.164 .59
{0 067) (0,051)
Length of residence in enrollment unit {un years) 0,602 G B9 -0.003 0.95
(0.002) (0.003}
DISSATISFACTION
DiLssatisfied with unit at enyollrent 9,354 1.4 ©,287 0,97
. 2 312) {0 294)
Dissatisfied with neighhorhood at enrollment -0 128 0.39 =g 270 0,82
(o 330} {0 33
FREDISFOSITION TO MOVE
Would move with an increase in money available for rent 0.742 a 19w 0.456 1 95+
(. 3239) (0.224}
PROGRAM FACTORS
Hinimem Standards household T 621 S.0lwe 1.302 4,50
(0.324) {0 262)
CLVLb 1.160 2,43 0,27 0.58
t0.453) {0,375}
b
BLVL =1.368 3 38xx ~0.203 G.59
{0.404) (0.345)
Unconstrained household 0,703 131 0.952 1, 79¢
(0.538) {0,.554)]
(CONTINUED)
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Table XI-1 {continued)

4. VOLUNTARILY DROP GUT UF PROGRAM®

PITTERURGH FHOENIX
ASYMPTOTIC ASYMPTOTIC
IRDEPENDENT YARIABRLES COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC COEFFICIENT t=STATISTIC
CONSTANT -1 256 2,36% ¢,53% 1,34
[0.533) (0.404)
LIFE CYCLE FACTORS
Age of household head (in decades] ~0.015 2, Bivr -0.01% q.11%*
[D.005) {0.005)
Hurser of children O 2159 2.0 0.04% o a2
{0,075) (0.089)
OTHER HOUSEXOLD CHARACTERISTICE
Female head af household ¢ DE6 0.35 0.09% 0.43
(0 184) (0.231}
Yzars of sducation of household head 0.048 1.45 0,083 1,004
(0 033} (0,027}
Kumbar of moves in three years pPrior to the experiment -0.020 0.23 0.298 4 Slxs
10.0H83}) (0.066)
HOUSING AND NEIGHBORKOOD FACTORS
Hucber of household members per hedroom 0.018 0.20 -0,096 1,27
{0.140)] 0 076)
C* oinus enrollment rent 0.G04 1,36 -0 002 0.7
(0.003) {0 003
SOCIAL BOWDS
Fosatave feelings towakd neighbars 0.063 1.48 -0 274 4,58+
(0,043} (0 085}
Length of residence rn enrolloent unit (A0 years) —0.062 1.75% -5 0p7 7 Eges
{0 ¢0l) {0.003}
DISSATISFACTION
Dissatisfied wich unte ac earollrent 0.583 2,29+ 0.111 0,42
[0.254) (9,270}
Dizsatisfied with neirghborhocod a2t enrollment -0.101 0 40 -0 945 2, 10w
(3,253) (o 32
PREDISPOSITION TO MOVE
Would mave with an increase in money avallable for renk -0 242 1.10 0 618 3,054
0 219 (o 202}
FROGRMM FACTQRE
Haimimum Standards household 1,172 4,83 0.705 3.1lan.
{0,243} (0. 221}
CLVI.b 0,514 1,49 -6.157 0.44
(0,346} {0,355)
BLVLb -0.249 1.08 0.340 1.04
{0 323) 0,325
u trained h hold -(.260 081 0,117 023
{0.429) {0.503}
Likelihood ratio {significance) 2086 36 2ng 47
{0 o0l) (o o1}
Obscrved proportions
Stay and not meet HMininun Stardard: requirements 0.438 0.256
Stay and meet Minimum Stantiards requirenents ¢ 079 o.081
Move and not meet Minumem Standards requirements ¢.250 0,238
Move and meet Hinimum Standards requiremencs o 081 0.106
Voluntarily drop our of program ¢ 153 ¢.240
Coufficient of determinatacn G.14% 0,146
Sample Size (509} (484}

SAMPLE  Mipumum Standards, Unconstrained, and Control households active at two years after enrollment that did not meet the
Hinunuwn Stapdards requirenents at enrolloment and housenolds that did not meet reguiracents at enrollment and voluntaraly dropped out of
the program, exeluding those with énrolloment incomes ovey the eligzbalaty limuts and those laving in thelr own howtes or ip subsidized

nousing

CATA SQURCES- Tnatial and monthly Househeld Report Forms, Bassline Interviews and payments fila,

NITE Standard error in parentheses

Referance group {omitted) Contral households that stayed and continted not to meet the hinimem Standards requirenents

t-statistic sigmficant at the ¢ 19 leval
t-sgtatiskig signifrcant ak tha § 05 level
a* gpe-ztatistic srgnificanc at the O Q1 level

a
b See Table 5=% for definition of these variables
"
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Table XI-2

MULTINCMIAL LOGIT PROBABILITIES COF MOBILITY, PARTICIPATICN, AND
ATPRITION FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

STAY AND NOT STaY AND MEET MOVE AND NOT MOVE AND MEET
MEET MINIMUM MINIMUM MEET MINIMUOM MINIMUM VOLUNTARILY
STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS DROP OUT QOF
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS REQU IREMENTS REQUIREMENTS THE PROGRAM
PITTSEURGH
Normal probability
cof each state 0.55 0.04 0.25 0.04 0.13
Effect of the H8u51ng
Gap allowance ' -0.21 +0.05 -0.15 +0.08 +0.13
Effect of the Uncop-
strained allowance ~0.04 -0,01 +0.05 +0.03 =0.04
Sample size {509}
PHOENTIX

Normal probability
of each state® 0.25 0.04 0.29 0.1% 0.28

Effect of the, Housing
fC

Gap allowance -0.11 +0.04 -0.10 +0.15 +0.03
Effect of the Uncon-—

strained allowanceb -0.11 +0,02 +0,12 +0.08 -0.10
Sample size (484)

SAMPLE: Manimum Standards, Unconstrained, and Contreol houscholds active at two years after enroll-
ment that dad not meet the Manimum Standards requirements at enrollment and households that did not meet
requirements at enrollment and wvoluntarily dropped out of the program, excluding those with enrcllment
incomes over the eligibility limits and those livaing an their own homes or in subsidimed housing,

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline Interviews, and payments file.

a, Evaluated at the mean of all independent variakles.

b. Increase in the probability (percentage pornts).

c. At the center of the design.




are coupled with a decrease in the probabilities of not meeting and a 13
percentage point increase in the probability of dropping cut in Plttsburgh.l
The Unconstrained allowance had little effect on normal kehavior in
Pittsburgh, while i1n Phoenix 1t decreased the likelrhood of both dropping
cut and staying and not meeting reguirements and increased the probability
of both moving and meeting requirements and moving and not meeting require-
ments. {The results of the binomial logit presented in Table 2-2 indicated
that the net effect on meeting the Minimum Standards requirements for Un-

constrained households was, however, insignificant.)

Payment Varaations

Several of the independent variables representing payment variations were
significant in the logit analysis (see Table XI-1l). Table XI-3 presents

the effect of these parameters on the probability of meetang the Minamum
Standards requirement at two years for movers and nonmovers. Each effect

18 1n the expected direction--both a higher basic payment level {C level)
and a lower contribution rate (b level) led to a larger prcbability of meet-
ing for both movers and nonmovers., The e¢ffect 1s largest for movers in

Phoenix.

(footnote continued from previcus page)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMOM MIRIHOM

STANDARDS  CONTROL STHHDRRDS CONTROL

HOUSEHROLDS  HOUSEHOLDS  DIFFERENCE HOUSEHOLDS  HOUSERCLDS DIFFERENCE
Stayed and met
Minamum Standards
reguirements 0.11% 0.042 Q0.077 0.107 0 048 0.059
Moved and met
Winamum Standards
requirements 0.153 ¢.04L ¢.Jiz 0,421 Q202 g 219
Total that met
{Multinomzal Logit) 0.272 0.083 ¢.189 0.528 0,250 0.278
Total that met
{Binomial Logit) . 0.298 0.088 0.202 0,523 0.241 0.282

Thus both metheds yield similar estimates for households that did not drop
out. Actual impact, of course, depends upon the normal behavior of dropouts.

1. .

This latter increase may be due to lower avallability of units
meeting the Minimum Standards requirement in Prttsburgh due to the low
vacancy rate,
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Table XI-3

EFFECTS OF PAYMENT PARAMETERS ON THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLUMENT
{Increase in Probability Abowve Normal)?

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
b b VALUE b VALUE |

C LEVEL 0.15  0.25  0.35 0.15  0.25  0.35 ;
STAYED IN ENROLLMENT UNIT i

1.2c* -  +0.06 — -—  +0.07 -

c* +0.10  +0.05  +0.01 +0.06  +0.04  +0.02

0.8C* -~ +0.03 - —  40.02 —-
MOVED FROM ENROLIMENT UNIT

1.2C* - +0.15 - -~ +40.21 -

c* +0.22  +0.08  0.00 +0.22 +0.15  +0.08

0.8C* ~— +0.02 — - +0.09 -

SAMPLE: Manimum Standards households active at two years after
enrollment that did nct meet reguairements at enrollment, excluding those
with enrcllment incomes over the eligibality limits and those living in
their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline
Interviews, and payments file.

a. Percentage points.

b, Payment formula: Payment = C - b x Income.
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XI.2 NORMAT, RENT

Figure ¥I-1 presents an accounting of Housing Gap households' normal behavior
1 , .
during the two-year perxod, Following this fiqure, log normal rent (rN)

for any household active at two years after enroliment 1s

1 c oy C 8T
(L B C I:(PST,NM) T T Per,u! Fy
{(1-p,)

I T N U P
Pav,od’ i T Fuv, '

where

= the prohability that a Control household that
did4 not meet requirements at its enrollment
unit will stay 1in its enrollment unit (g = ST)
or move from its enrollment unit (§ = MV) to
a unit that does not meet (y = NM) or meets
{y = M) the Minimum Standards reguirement at
two vears after enrollment

Pg v

<l = the probability that a Control houschold wailil
drop out of the program (l/[l-pC ] 1s thus the

DO
normalization factor), and

r = the legarithm of normal rent for Contrcl house-
€ heolds that did not meet Minimum Standards require-—
ments at enrollment that staved in (6§ = ST) or
moved to (8 = MV) a unit that met (& = M} or
dad not meet (e = NM) at two vears after enrollment.
Conceptually, thas computation 1s not complex. BAs in Chapter 4, the behavior
of Control households 1s assumed to represent normal behavior in the absence
of the eXperaiment., The multinomial logit regressiong reported in Table XI-1
are used both to compute the probability that each household would normally
behave 1n a particular manner and also to compute the probability of each
type of induced behavior. The choice of normal rent for each patitern of

normal behavior is straightforward--it i1s the rent for Control households

with that behavior.

1
Only expenditures axe focused on in this appendix; the procedure
could be applied as well to housing services.
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IR A A

ENROLLMENT STATUS

MOBILITY BEHAVIOR
BETHEEN ENROLLMENT
AND TWD YEARS

Figure XI-1

NORMAL BEHAYIOR OF MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHLLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET THEIR REGUIREMENT AT ENRGLLMENT

THO-YEAR STATUS

d not_meet
Minimum Standards
requirement

Stayed

01d_not meet

Hoved

Hinfmue Standards

Met

fropped out

Minimum Standards

Did not meet
Minimam Standards

Met

Hinimmm Standards

Lnk nown

RORMAL
PROBABILITY OF

THDICATED BEHAVIOR

¢
Fpo

NORMAL RENT FGR

INDICATED BEHAYICR

KEY  r = the logavithm of novmal rent for Control households that did not meet the Minimum Standsrds requirement at envollment

PC = probabitity that a Contrel household followed a partfcular behavior path
57 = Stay between enroilment and two years

MY = move between enrollment and tMo years
M = meet &t two years

NM = not meet at two years

D0 = drop cut of the progran

Examples (Pﬁr,ﬂ)is the probakility that a Control household would stay and meet the Minimum Standards requirement at two years

("ﬁ";)

15 the logarithm of normal rent, astimated for Control households moving from a unit not weeting at enrollment
and one meeting at two years
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APPENDIX XII

COMPARISON OF RESULTS REPORTED IN FIRST-YEAR REPORT
WITH THOSE REPORTED IN THIS REPORT

Most of the conclusions reported in the first-year report (Friedman and
Kennedy, 1977) are borne ocut by further analysis of the two-year data base.
The changes in the conclusions that cccur are due to the longer pericd of
response. Each point in the summary of that report is reviewed below.

1. On the average, reciplents of Housing Gap allowances made only

modest 1ncreases [above normal] in their housing expenditures

during the first year.
Analysis in the first-year report was carried out on the sample of Housing
Gap households as a whole, and found an increase in rent above normal of
5.7 percent in Pittsburgh and 13.4 percent in Phoenix. A declision was made
for the second-year report to analyze each group of Housing Gap househclds
=-Minimum Standards, Minimum Rent Low, and Mainimum Rent High--~separately.
This cholce was made because of the very different rasponses to the program
for each group (based on evidence from the first-year report and early
second-year analyses). Averagang the response of these households leads
to an increase in rent above normal for the two years of the experiment for
all Housing Gap households of 2,0 percent in Pittsburgh and 18,7 percent in
Pheenix (see Tables 5-1, 5-9, and 5-10).

2. PRecipient households had very high rent burdens when they enrollesd
in the experiment. The allovances reduced their rent burdens to a
level which 1s standard in most conventional housing assistance
Programs.
This conclusion holds true for the full two years of observation. The
reduction for Housing Gap households was from median rent burdens of 37
bercent in Pittsburgh and 35 percent in Phoenix to 23 percent in both sites
(see Tables 2-7, 3-13, and 3=14).

3. Overall, recipients devoted less than one-third of the allowance
Payment to increased expendirtures for housing.

Estimated increases in expenditures above normal were still less than

one—third of the allowance payment. Housing Gap households on average
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spent 5 percent of the allowance on increased expenditures in Pittsburgh

and 29 percent in Phoenix {see Tables 5-21 through 5-23}.

4. Recipirents that moved during the first year of the experiment

increased their housing expenditures much more than those that

did not move. However, they stall spend less than one-half of

the allowance on increased housaing expenditures.
The estimates of change for the first year were B.9 percent in Pittsburgh
and 21.2 percent for Phoenix compared to less than 4 percent for nonmovers.
The changes for movers over the two years remain larger than those for non-
movers——8.6 percent for movers in Prttsburgh and 19.6 percent for movers in
Phoenix compared to 1 and 3 percent for nonmovers in the two sites (see
Tables 7-1 through 7-3 and 7-13 through 7-15)., The proportion of the allow-
ance payment devoted to increased expenditures is still less than one~half
{see Tables 7-25 through 7-27). Using the estimates for movers as an indi-
cation of long-term impact 15 s5t1l1l reasonable, as the group used for
computation of normal rent was Control movers. Indeed, the closeness of
the estimated change over the one-year or two-year period does indlcate
that response to the program is likely to grow over time only through the

effect of increased mobility.

5. The housing requirements appear to be an effective mechanism for
allocating allowance payments between i1ncreased housing expenditures
and reduced rent burden.
This conclusion remains valid, Households that met the requirements after
enrollment devote a much larger proportion of the allowance payment to
increased rent than do those meeting at enrollment, yvet still manage to
reduce their rent burdens substantially. Comparison with Unconstrained
households suggests that at least some of the dafference hetween households
that already met reguirements at enrollment and those that onlf met require-
ments after enrollment may reflect differences in responses to the allowance

payment per se, rather than the incentives of the housing requirements.

6. Recipients that only met the housing regquirements after enrcollment
increased their housing expenditures much more than recipients that
already met the regquirements at enrollment.

This conclusion remains valid., In the first year, increases above normal

for households meeting after enroliment were 12.2 percent in Pititsburgh
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and 26.0 percent in Phoenix, while increases for those meeting at enroll-
ment were only 2 percent, In the two years, increases for those meeting
after enrollment were 9.9 percent an Pattsburgh and 32.2 percent in Phoenix.
The increases for those meeting at enrcllment were only 3 percent in Pitts-

burgh and 1 percent in Phoenix {(see Tables 5-1, 5-9, and 5-10).

7. Both recipients that already met housing reguirements at enrollment
and those that only met requirements after enrcllment reduced theirr
rent burden substantially.

This conclusion remains valid. Rent burdens were reduced to approxamately

22 percent for those meeting after enrocllment and to 25 percent for those

meeting at enrollment {see Tables 2-7, 3-13, and 3-14).

8. There i1s evidence that in the Ffirst year, at least, the allowance
program reached only a small proportion of eligible households that
would not normally meet housing requirements. Most reclpients appear
to be households that could be expected to meet the housing require-
ments without the program. This may, however, change over time.

As an the first year, there remains a sizeable group of households that dad

not participate in the program by the end of two vears. However, the pro-

portion of households not meeting their regquirements at enrollment that dad
participate increased beyond that in the first year, though not by much.

All groups had increases ahove that which would normally cccur. The actual

percentage of households passing their requirement were (from Appendix IV):

PERCENTAGE PARTICIPATING
AT THE END OF THE:

FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR

Prttsburgh
Minimum Standards households 272 32%
Minimum Rent Low houscholds 49 &0
Minimum Rent High households 26 40
Housing Gap households 31 36
Phoenix
Minimum Standards households 41 49
Minimum Rent Low households 48 60
Minimum Rent High houscholds 15 19
Housing Gap housesholds 40 48

SAMPLE: Household not meeting theilr requirement
at enrcollment.
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9., It appears that responses at the two sites may be samilar once
driferences 1in residential mobility are taken inte account.

Site differences 1n response remain, even for movers, i1n the analysis of
the two vears of data. Alternate explanations of the site differences are
offered here-—~different initial housing conditions in the two sites requir-
ing a larger adjustment in Phoenix; and different responses to the payment
level {no response was evident in Pittsburgh}. (See Chapters 5 and 6 for

more diSCuSsSlOon. )}

10, vVariations in the type of housing requirements and in payment
schednles significantly affected the experimentally induced
changes i1n housing expenditures of recipients that only met
the redquirements after enrcllment.
Variations in the housing requirements did affect the response of house-
holds meeting their requirement after envollment (compare Tables 5-1, 5-9,
and 5-10). Variations in the pavment affected only households in Phoenix

(see Tables 5-6, 5-12, and 5-13).

11. Variations an housing requirements and payment schedules did not
significantly affect the experimentally induced changes in housing
expenditures for recipients that already met the requirements at
enrolliment.

This conclusicn remains valid (see Tables 5-1, 5-6, 5-9, 5-10, 5-12, and

5-13).

12. Actual changes in housing expenditures due to the allowance may

have been somewhat larger than the estimates reported here.
Estimates of the experimental effect on expenditures for Minimum Eent
households have been corrected for selection bias in the second-year report;

correction was not necessary for Minimum Standards households.

13. The results of the first-year analysis provide a firm basis foxr

the final analysis of data from the two vears of the experiment,
Extensions of the meodels proposed in the first-year report have proven use-—
ful 1n analyzing the full two vears of data. A& major extension of the woxk
reported there was analysis of two additional measures of housing guality
--two housing adequacy measures developed by Budding (1978) and a hedomnic

index of housing services develcoped by Mexrrall (1977).
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